Recently, a number of critical discourse analysts have been using the concept of 'manipulation' as an analytic tool to study political language. The attraction is clear:
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asking this question, we need not assume that there is just one way of manipulating or of exercising power or deceiving hearers. Instead we need to explore these possibilities in relation to specific examples.
From 'manipulation' to 'manipulating'
The present study is based on a switch from examining the thing (or noun)
'manipulation' to the act (or verb) 'manipulating' and it forms part of a more general approach to the language of critical analysis. In their classic studies of ideological language, Fowler and his colleagues made an important point: when communicators use nouns to describe actions, they typically convey less information than when they use clauses with verbs in the active voice, and this is precisely why ideologists and those in power tend to nominalise and to use passive verbs (Fowler et al, 1979; Fowler, 1991) . In an extension of this, it can be argued that social scientists, including critical analysts such as Fowler and his colleagues, frequently nominalise and use passives; because such language can be inherently imprecise when used to describe actions, social scientists should therefore seek to use active verbs and avoid technical nouns as much as possible (Billig, 2008a (Billig, , 2008b .
Generally this means trying to produce analyses which are 'populated' in that they concentrate on examining what people actually do rather than on identifying theoretical things. As far as the present topic is concerned, a linguistic switch from noun to verb -from 'manipulation' to 'manipulating' -has several implications. It would mean that analysts switch from analysing texts qua texts, to examining behavioural acts. Strictly speaking, texts do not manipulate, but people can 6 manipulate by producing texts, which might contain fallacious, deceitful or deliberately misleading statements.
If we want to understand what manipulators are doing when they manipulate, then we should take advantage of those situations where it is possible to study how communicators might be affecting audiences. Those taking the cognitive approach to manipulation often stress that receivers cognitively process manipulative message in shallow ways. However such analysts do not tend to base such claims on examining what receivers might be doing when they receive messages, but on linguistically examining the messages themselves (e.g., Maillat and Oswald, 2011; Chilton, 2005 ).
As we shall see, in some contexts it is possible to examine the actual behaviour of the manipulated.
For a number of years, discursive psychologists have been warning against basing psychological analyses on unidentifiable cognitive processes (see, for instance, Billig, 1996 and Edwards & Potter,1992; Edwards, 2006; Potter, 2006 and . They argue that what people do with language is so intrinsically complicated that it is not advisable to speculate about the supposed cognitive entities, which underlie outward actions, before fully examining those outward actions. They further suggest that when analysts have studied the details of outward action, then they typically find that there is no need to make cognitive speculations which add little to our understanding of what is going on. The switch from 'manipulation' to 'manipulating', therefore, follows a number of the assumptions of discursive psychologists.
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Prima facie there might seem to be a particular problem in relation to 'manipulating'.
Much seems to depend on the intentions of the manipulator and whether the manipulator is deliberately manipulating their hearers? As we shall argue, examining whether manipulative acts are intentional does not depend on having privileged access to the manipulator's mind or internal cognitive processes. As Wittgenstein (1969) stressed, the language of psychological concepts is a public language, and therefore needs public criteria. We would not be able to talk meaningfully about 'believing', 'hoping', 'wishing', if these verbs had private criteria, rather than being rooted in outward social acts. It is the same with the language of 'manipulating'. To criticise a government or powerful agency of deceitfully manipulating others does not depend upon us knowing what exactly was in the mind of individuals. As we will see, it is possible to use outward evidence to judge whether or not acts have been consciously executed.
Manipulating information and manipulating people
Instead of starting with a formal definition of the verb 'to manipulate', we will start with the general meaning of the word, as contained in Norman Fairclough's (1998) claim that manipulation involves using language deviously to get others to do or believe that which you want them to do or believe (p. 537). It should be noted that Fairclough recognizes that manipulators can get others to do things, as well as believe them -an aspect which is often overlooked.
We might note that the verb 'manipulate' is transitive: in order to manipulate you have to manipulate somebody or something. The Oxford English Dictionary (OED), 8 when citing quotations to illustrate the meaning of 'to manipulate' as controlling or influencing 'in a subtle, devious, or underhand manner', includes some examples where the verb's object refers to persons and other examples where it refers to information. For instance, there is a quotation from Thomas Carlyle about a politician manipulating the electors and a quotation from a politician accusing companies of manipulating their books.
The OED does not distinguish between these two types of instances. Nevertheless, what is unimportant to the lexicographer can be significant for the social scientist.
The aim here is not to produce a single definition, under which all instances of 'manipulating' can be included, but to ask whether the act of manipulating might differ depending on whether the object refers to a person or whether the object refers to information. In raising this question, we should stress one matter. Although we will distinguish between 'manipulating persons' and 'manipulating information', in order to see how these acts might be performed, we do not wish to imply that when someone manipulates information, they are not ultimately manipulating persons. For example, drug companies might be said to manipulate the results from their research if they select a single positive finding, while concealing negative findings (e.g. Goldacre, 2012) . They might also be said to be manipulating those who read their reports, but the manipulating is accomplished by their treatment of the information rather than by directly acting upon their readers. Accordingly, we seek to distinguish between situations, where the manipulator is manipulating information as the means by which they are manipulating others, from situations where the manipulator directly manipulates others without necessarily 9 being said to be manipulating information. We will suggest that these two forms of manipulating can be performed differently and that not all the factors, which analysts see as crucial to 'manipulation' generally, may be equally involved in both types. If there are differences, then a one-size-fits-all definition may not be helpful.
Annual Celebrations in the Portuguese Parliament of the April 1974 Revolution
Much social behaviour is substantively influenced by the context in which it occurs.
Therefore, it can sometimes be advantageous to compare different actions which occur in similar contexts, in order to minimize the possibility that observed differences might result from the contexts, in which actions have been performed, rather than from the actions themselves. When comparing a speaker manipulating information with a speaker manipulating people without manipulating information, we will be examining two acts that both occurred during the Portuguese parliament's annual parliamentary celebration of the April Revolution of 1974. Since 1977, the parliament has annually marked the overthrow of the proto-fascist dictatorship, which had ruled Portugal for over forty years (Marinho & Billig, 2013) Although the focus of the occasions is to celebrate democracy in an act of national union, the speeches frequently are deeply political whether implicitly or explicitly. For example, the left and right differ significantly in their choice of terminology to describe the events that are being celebrated, with the parties of the left being much more likely than those of the right to use the words 'fascist' or 'totatalitarian' to describe the previous regime (Marinho, 2012) . Sometimes, there is overt dispute about how to celebrate April 1974. In the months leading up to 2004's celebration, the right-wing coalition government launched its 'April is Evolution' campaign, claiming that 'evolution', rather than revolution, should be celebrated. The left-wing parties objected, stressing that overthrowing the regime of Marcello Caetano, Salazar's successor, had constituted a genuine revolution (Castro & Marinho, 2007; Ribeiro, 2011) .
We examine extracts from two commemorative speeches of 2004, using both the official transcripts and audio-visual recordings. The first extract comes from the speech by Bernardino Soares, a leading member of the Portuguese Communist Party (PCP). The second extract comes from the speech delivered by Anacoreta Correia, a parliamentary representative of the far right, Social Democratic CentrePopular Party (CDS-PP), which at the time was part of the governing coalition. We will suggest that Soares provides an instance of a speaker manipulating information while Correia was manipulating people. In selecting these examples, we are not suggesting that speakers from the political extremes are more likely to manipulate than are centrist speakers. It is just that these two extracts, in our view, present typologically clear examples.
The Concept of Manipulating Information
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We can ask 'What does it mean to claim that someone has manipulated information?' The claim can be understood by contrasting it with the claim that someone has deliberately fabricated information or is straightforwardly lying. In the latter case, it is alleged that a speaker or writer is knowingly making a claim that is at variance with the truth. For instance, a government might claim that unemployment is falling and invent figures to support their claim. Manipulating information is more complicated and subtle than telling downright falsehoods (Galasinski, 2000) . It involves presenting information, which is not itself untruthful, in ways that are misleading. No utterance of a literal untruth need be involved. Thus, a drug company may cite a scientific study in support of its product. Manipulation occurs when the company, in citing the one positive study, knowingly conceals or fails to cite other negative studies, which do not support the product. In this case, the company is manipulating information by knowingly presenting a part of the information as if it were the whole information (e.g., Danler, 2005; Saussure, 2005) . Precisely because 'manipulating information' differs from straightforward dishonesty, it is an important critical concept. If there were no difference between the two, there would be little point in retaining 'manipulating information' as an analytic concept.
Information can be manipulated when quoting the words of another. This does not mean that a speaker/writer invents the words that they attribute to the other person, but that they lift words, which were actually spoken or written, out of their original The people, according to the quotation, were engaging in armed street action to bring down the rulers, who were about to kill the people's leader (the Master).
Soares was to suggest that if those fourteenth century actions of the people merited the title of 'revolution', then so would similar actions six hundred years later.
As Soares began his quotation, he indicated by a pause, shift of gaze and change of intonation, that he was citing words that were not his own. However, in the course of making the citation, he gave no signs that his quotation contained the two omissions, which are indicated in the written record by the sign '(…)'. The parliamentary record is actually incomplete for there was a third omission, occurring after the words 'that the Master was being killed and'.
Omitting parts of a quoted text does not in itself indicate that a speaker is manipulating the quotation, even if the audience is unaware that the quotation has been shortened. A speaker, for instance, might shorten a quote to omit irrelevant parts, which might confuse, bore or distract recipients. The question is whether Soares was manipulating his quotation by omitting crucial passages that would have substantially undermined the argumentative purposes to which he was putting the quotation. In order to discover whether a speaker has manipulated a quotation, it is necessary to compare the quoted text with the original text, which in this case can be found in Lopes (1814 Lopes ( /1897 .
ii The first question is whether Soares only omitted unimportant details, or whether there was an argumentative pattern to his omissions. Basically, Soares omitted passages indicating that the Master, whom the people were seeking to rescue, was a member of the Royal Family and that he had aristocratic supporters. The first omission describes Alvaro Paes, accompanied by his servants, calling out '"Come rescue the Master, who is the son of the King D. Pedro!"' and the omitted section refers to Alvaro Paes 'and the young nobles' ('e o pagem') going onto the street. The second omission mentioned the possibility that the Master might marry the old widowed queen (who was not his mother) and so become the new king. The third omission does not refer to the Master but to Alvaro Paes, whose name had already been removed in the first omission. Because Soares's quotation would make less sense if the name of Paes were introduced here for the first time, this third omission follows from the previous two.
An audience might not realise from Soares's edited version that the crowd had responded to a cry to save a member of the royal family, who was bidding to succeed the previous king, and that young nobles were mobilizing the crowd. Soares began his quotation at a rhetorically strange point, for it begins with a preposition whose meaning refers back to the previous sentence, which is not included and not Left and right wing historians have long disputed whether the events of 1383-5 represented a class-based revolution or a national reaction (e.g., Saraiva, 1998; Serrão, 1990) . In fact, two of the major figures of the April Revolution had written sharply different histories of the fourteenth century events. Salazar's successor Marcello Caetano, whose regime was overthrown in 1974, wrote a nationalist history, depicting the nation as a whole being involved in the disturbances (Caetano, 1985) .
By contrast, Alvaro Cunhal (1980) , a leading opponent of Salazarism and leader of the PCP, wrote a Marxist, class based account. Thus, Soares, by citing Lopes as he did, was entering into a continuing ideological argument about Portuguese history.
Manipulating information: observed features
It is possible to highlight several aspects of the Soares example in relation to some of the features, which previous analysts have discussed as characterizing 'manipulation' in general. First, as has been noted, Soares does not explicitly fabricate anything, or utter anything which is a literal untruth. Second, we can note that one need not possess formal power to manipulate a text. Soares was not a member of the governing coalition and, in addressing fellow deputies in parliament, he was addressing equals. When he delivered his speech, he, of course, possessed the power of being the recognized speaker of the moment, but this power would pass to another immediately after he completed his speech.
Nor did Soares possess 'cognitive control' over the minds of the audience. Where manipulating information is concerned, the actual control of information, which is supposedly being manipulated, is arguably more important than the hypothesized 'control of minds'. Drug companies, for example, possess the resources for controlling the dissemination of evidence about their products, such as concealing the existence of negative findings. Soares did not possess power over the dissemination of Lopes's original text. Despite the lack of such power, he still could be said to be manipulating Lopes's text. Indeed, it is only because Lopes's original text is publicly available that Soares can be identified as having tendentiously altered the part which he quoted.
Lastly, there is the issue of awareness. We have mentioned that manipulating information depends upon acting 'knowingly'. Here we can see the advantage of taking a Wittgensteinian position which concentrates upon actions. We do not need to have access to inner states of mind in order to say that someone is knowingly manipulating information. Instead, we assume that the acts involved are so complicated that they cannot be performed without conscious awareness. When Soares omits those precisely parts of a quoted text that would undermine his argument, he is engaging in an act that is too partial to have been performed by chance and too complicated to have been performed inattentively. In the same way, we can accuse a drug company of deliberately manipulating its data, when it selectively quotes one positive study and overlooks twenty-five negative ones, but never does the reverse. We can make the accusation confidently without knowing the precise states of mind, or indeed the identity, of those employees who performed the acts. In this regard, we might say that a critical perspective should be based upon examining the nature of the actions performed, rather than upon suppositions about unknowable mental processes.
This does not mean that the actors, who are said to be manipulating information, will agree with this assessment, for justifications are always possible (Billig, 1996; Edwards and Potter, 1992) . In the case of Soares, we are suggesting that he artfully constructed his quotation to fit his political position. However, he may not have been 19 the person who actually constructed the quotation from Lopes. He might have employed a speech-writer or research assistant who did this without his knowledge.
Similarly Soares may have been quoting in good faith a secondary source, whose author selectively quoted from Lopes. We can say, however, that whoever constructed the quotation must have done so artfully and almost certainly did so as a contribution to an ideological controversy.
Manipulating people: example of CDS-PP
Because it is hard to study directly how people might be manipulated to change their beliefs, we will concentrate on the methodologically simpler case of manipulating people to do things, rather than manipulating them to believe things. In the context of formal oratory there is one action, which political speakers often try to induce their audience to perform: namely, to applaud. It has been shown that speakers can use a number of rhetorical devices to create 'clap-traps' or spaces which audience members recognize as moments appropriate for showing support by applauding (Atkinson, 1984; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986; Bull, 2006) . Most of this research looks at political speakers addressing their own supporters. In this context, speakers are not manipulating their audiences, for they are enabling members of the audience to do what they would wish to do anyway. However, we can ask whether a speaker can manipulate an audience to applaud when that audience would not want to applaud. If so, how can a speaker manipulate the audience to do this?
An example seems to have occurred when the representative of the far-right CDS-PP was speaking during the 2004 celebration. To understand the incident, some background information is necessary. The CDS-PP was established by supporters of 20 the old regime after the April Revolution, and thereby embodies the political heritage of the Salazarists. The annual celebration presents the party with a dilemma: it must join in the celebrations in order to demonstrate its democratic credentials, but, if it celebrates too enthusiastically, it would upset its ideologically minded members. To resolve the dilemma, the party's speakers frequently criticise the left-wing revolutionaries, who initiated the 1974 Revolution, rather than criticise the old regime, whose overthrow they are ostensibly celebrating (Marinho & Billig, 2013) . 'We trust the future.
We trust freedom and democracy.
We trust Portugal.'
('Confiamos no future.
Confiamos na liberdade e na democracia.
Confiamos em Portugal.')
Only members of right-wing parties then applauded. When left-wing speakers, particularly those from the centre left PS, use similar common-places, the far-right tends not to applaud. Members of the CDS-PP rarely applaud far-left speakers: they have only twice applauded a PCP speaker and never a BE speaker. Thus, both the far left and right display reluctance to applaud each other, whatever words are uttered to invite applause. 
' Aplausos do CDS-PP, do PSD, do PS e do BE.)
As he named Gusmão, Correia's intonation rose in pitch and he raised his gaze, dropped his left hand and paused, thereby indicating that he was leaving a slot for the audience to applaud (Atkinson, 1984; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1986; see Marinho, 2012 , for details).
When Correia spoke, the representatives from the Greens, BE and PCP had already given their speeches. Despite the president of East Timor being respected by the left, having been a veteran fighter for his country's independence first against the Portuguese colonial power and then against Indonesia, the far left speakers had not accorded Gusmão a personal welcome. This oversight provided the opportunity for the CDS-PP speaker to lead the parliament in a display of respect to Gusmão, although the whole parliament had applauded when the President of the Assembly had earlier personally accorded Gusmão a warm welcome.
Correia's greeting of Gusmão was literally a 'clap-trap', because he had rhetorically set a trap for left-wing deputies. They either had to respond by applauding at his bidding, or they had to risk publicly offending someone, whom they greatly The left had allowed the representative from a party, with a dubious pro-totalitarian, pro-colonialist heritage, to greet their anti-totalitarian, anti-colonialist hero.
In manipulating the situation to his advantage, Correia had not actually hidden or distorted information in the way that someone who manipulates information does.
Yet in claiming that Correia was 'manipulating' the situation and thereby manipulating part of his audience, we are claiming that he was not being entirely straightforward, for there was a possible gap between his outward display of genuineness and his underlying purposes.
When Correia orchestrated the applause for Gusmão, he began with the first person singular, indicating that he was welcoming the president 'with the greatest pleasure'.
In so doing, Correia was presenting himself as if motivated by nothing other than his personal admiration for Gusmão. To suspect Correia of being manipulative is also to suspect that his motives may not have been as simple as he was presenting them. In the absence of a post facto confession, it is difficult to provide hard evidence about Had his party been in opposition, he still could have seized the opportunity as he did.
He needed to possess the momentary social power of being the designated speaker, confident that he was protected by convention from being interrupted. Correia was able to enact some control over his opponents because he was manipulating the situation: he was not manipulating the situation because he exerted prior control over his opponents. As such, manipulating the situation can be a means of obtaining power, just as a seducer can become powerful by the act of seduction.
The manipulator might not be telling outright untruths -Correia might well have admired Gusmão for twenty years -but in saying he was 'manipulating' part of his audience, we are implying that he might not have been acting in a totally straightforward manner. In this case, the critic might suspect that Correia was being less than open in the presentation of his motives. The admiration, which he claims to lie behind his current welcome, is 'partial', both in the sense of not being total (Correia does not admire Gusmão's early struggles for his country's freedom) and in the sense of being politically motivated.
We might also note that in manipulating the actions of some of his audience, Correia is not changing opinions: he provides no persuasive reasons why the left should applaud at this point. He just exploits the situation in which they find themselves ensnared. Having obtained compliance, Correia, as it were, mocks his new followers by mentioning that he has admired Gusmão for just twenty years and, at that moment, social convention dictates that the audience must sit silently, rather than cry out in protest.
As such, Correia is not controlling the left by exerting control over minds, but over their reactions. He is exploiting his opponents' unwillingness to break the social conventions of a celebration, which they genuinely respect but which his own party does not. We might suggest that the more socially responsible an audience might be, and the more sensitive it is to social requirements, the more it can be exploited by a manipulative speaker, who acts primarily out of self or party interest. For example, Hasrati and Mohammadzadeh (2012) demonstrated that self-interested students find it easier to exploit ethically minded tutors to raise their grades. Even though ethically minded tutors suspect that the students' excuses may not be truthful, they are less willing than other tutors to take the risk of making a mistake.
Here lies the core of manipulating people by manipulating the social situation in which they find themselves. The speaker's power need not depend on possessing the rhetorical power to persuade or to control minds. On the contrary, the rhetorical power of the manipulative speaker can lie in the speaker's awareness of the social sensitivities of others and, in the uninhibited pursuit of advantage, treating those sensitivities as exploitable weaknesses.
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Concluding Remarks: 'manipulating' as a critical concept Although manipulating information might differ from manipulating people, there is one similarity. In both cases, the use of the term 'manipulate' carries a critical connotation, because it implies that the speaker/communicator is doing something illicit. Although this makes 'manipulate' an essentially critical term, the level of critique, as so far discussed, has been somewhat limited. We might suspect speakers of manipulating texts if we can provide evidence that they have altered such texts in ways that suit their political and rhetorical purposes whilst leaving their audiences unaware that the texts have been tendentiously altered. Similarly, we might suspect a speaker of manipulating their audience if we can provide evidence that members of an audience do not usually wish to act in that way, but the speaker benefits by placing them, not altogether openly, in a situation where they might consider that, if they do not behave in that way, they will have to do something even less desired. In both cases, the analyst has to provide evidence to back the interpretation that the speaker/communicator's actions have been manipulative and also, in both cases, the analyst needs to show that such actions are so complex that they cannot have been undertaken unknowingly.
Even if we provide such evidence, nevertheless the critique is limited to suggesting that an individual speaker is acting in a devious manner. However, the critical element in much social critique is not confined to criticising individual speakers, whatever their politics, but is linked to a wider ideological critique. Accordingly, there is a further step in our analyses, concerning the ideological purposes to which the two speakers were manipulating either information or their audience. (Marinho & Billig, 2013) . Accordingly, Correia's manipulative presentation of his own motives was not just personal: arguably it stemmed from his party's ideologically ambivalent stance towards the celebration in which it was ostensibly participating.
We might predict that, when a party has ideological matters to hide, its speakers are more likely to engage in illicit strategies. That being so, critical analysts might find it useful to use the verb 'manipulate', when observing in detail how speakers and communicators subtly use language to distort information or to control situations to their own advantage. 
